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that the Speaker considers removing
him or putting someone else in charge.

As the gentleman said, let us have a
fair investigation. Let us look at both
sides. There are problems on both
sides. I think we would all acknowledge
that. But when we start subpoenaing
people before we even know what we
are investigating, I just think we have
it backwards.

As I said earlier, I have always been
taught to try to think before I speak.
When I was in law enforcement, we al-
ways investigated before we issued sub-
poenas. Unfortunately, here we are
issuing subpoenaes, unfortunately 1,047
of them, and we do not even know what
we are searching for or what we are
going after.

And all we are doing is pressuring
people and stripping them of their in-
tegrity, their reputation and their
pride, and spending a lot of money to
fight subpoenas when they have noth-
ing to do with these investigations.
The Senate has already investigated all
this and submitted their report, but
yet we keep going on and on and on.

Again, that is why I guess I have al-
ways said that when there are politi-
cians investigating politicians that
just gets us into more politics. We
have, unfortunately, lost sight here of
the integrity of the investigation, the
faith in our laws as a Nation, that all
citizens should have faith and con-
fidence in our judicial system and a be-
lief that justice will be served.

Unfortunately, I cannot say that
about this campaign investigation that
is going on in the House of Representa-
tives.
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I know at times I hope folks back
home are not saying we are just a
bunch of Democrats up here trying to
protect this person or that person.
That is not the issue here. The issue is
have we gone too far in giving one
Member of Congress such an awesome
power to subpoena people. Have we
given Congress or a chairman or indi-
vidual Members an exception to the
Privacy Act where they can disclose
private conversations of people, and
then we find that certain words were
doctored or altered to make it sound
even more incriminating and where are
we going? And if we can do this, if this
committee and subpoenas can be
friends of the President or Democratic
fund-raisers, what is then not to say we
will do all blond-haired people tomor-
row and do the same kind of treatment
to them underneath the guise of an in-
vestigation?

I just think we have gone too far.
And having been in law enforcement all
those years as I was, I just find it quite
repulsive that we would do this. And
without more people speaking up, I am
glad to see some of those newspaper ar-
ticles and editorials are paying atten-
tion, I hope Members of Congress are,
and somehow we do something, not
just with these investigations that we
have here in the House that have gone

so one-sided and lopsided, but also with
the special prosecutor statute.

This has been going on now for, what,
6 years and $45 to $50 million and we
are still in the investigative stage
where, as I mentioned the other night,
a 16-year-old son of an individual was
subpoenaed by FBI agents at his
school. I mean, how does his son go
back to school the next day?

We have gone overboard in this whole
thing. And if we are worried about Big
Brother and big government watching
us before, with the abuses we have seen
in these investigations from Ken Starr
to the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
BURTON), where is government going to
show up tomorrow?

It is not a good day, not a good day
at all. I thank the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. BARRETT) for joining us
here tonight and I appreciate his input.
And I know I am going to continue to
speak out on these abuses. I think, as I
said before this evening, if we do not,
those of us who are elected to uphold
the law, then I think we fail in our du-
ties as elected representatives in the
democracy.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. In the
spirit of fair play, my friend, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON) is
here and he indicated he wanted to put
in his word on the other side. So I am
more than happy to yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, let me
ask my friends; They all have been
kind of bashing the style, not the per-
son, but the style of our friend the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) who
we all know to be a man of integrity
and of honor. But they mentioned the
rules about putting Congress under the
same laws as the private sector.

Did my colleagues vote for that rule,
which was, as my colleagues know, a
Republican rule and generally passed
on a partisan vote? Did they leave
their side of the aisle and vote with the
Republicans to make that a reality on
the first day of Congress in 1995?

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Yes, I
did. In fact, I was a cosponsor of that
bill to have the laws that apply to the
private sector also apply to Congress.

Mr. STUPAK. And the same for me.
Mr. KINGSTON. I am glad to see

that.
Would my colleagues urge their Dem-

ocrat colleagues, the 19 who will not
vote for immunity for the key wit-
nesses, in order to get around this par-
tisanship, in order to get on with the
investigation, would my colleagues
urge their Democrat colleagues to vote
for immunity, the ones that the Demo-
crat Department of Justice have given
and granted immunity to?

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. I am
one of those 19 that did not vote for it.
And I will not vote for immunity to-
morrow because I do not believe this is
an attempt to find truth. I do not think
this is a fair investigation.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
would further yield, one of those wit-
nesses is a guy named Kent La, who, as

my colleagues probably know, is an as-
sociate of Ted Sioeng, who is a business
operative with the Red Pagoda Moun-
tain Tobacco Company, which, as my
colleagues know, is the third largest
selling cigarette in the entire world
and it is Communist-owned, and it gave
$400,000 to the Democrat National Com-
mittee.

Do my colleagues not think that it is
important to hear from Kent La on
why would a Communist-owned ciga-
rette company give $400,000 to the
Democrat Committee?

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Re-
claiming my time, I do not know what
the gentleman would be testifying to;
and that is part of the problem we have
had in the committee. We have given
immunity to an individual earlier. He
came in. There was no proffer of his
testimony. He gave testimony that was
different than what the committee ex-
pected.

So, again my point is, under the lead-
ership of the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BURTON), this committee does not
have credibility.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my original time, let me answer
that quickly if I may.

My problem with this is, the way my
colleague phrased his question is, be-
cause this person was an associate and
there was a business operative and
there is a Communist cigarette, he just
made three assumptions there.

My answer would be, send the FBI
agents out. Check with this individual.
If there is a need to bring him before a
committee and need to subpoena him,
then do their investigation before they
subpoena.
f

CAMPAIGN FINANCE
INVESTIGATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURR of North Carolina). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of January
7, 1997, the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. KINGSTON) is recognized for one-
half of the remaining time tonight.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, let me
get back to the point and invite the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK)
to hang around if he wants to, who I
happen to think a lot of, incidentally.

But Kent La, the man who would be
the witness to the Burton committee,
which we will vote on tomorrow, and I
certainly urge my friend from Wiscon-
sin to reconsider his position, which I
would have a hard time believing that
it does not have just a little hint of
partisanship in it. But I know the gen-
tleman well and I would think more of
him than that.

So let me just say about Kent La, be-
cause apparently my colleagues have
not heard of this guy. But he is an as-
sociate of Ted Sioeng and he is the
United States distributor of Red Pa-
goda Mountain Cigarettes. He has a
major stake in these cigarettes, the
best-selling brand of cigarettes in
China and the third largest selling cig-
arette in the world. The company is
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owned by the Communist Chinese Gov-
ernment; a fact.

Ted Sioeng and his associates gave
$400,000 to the Democrat National Com-
mittee. Of this amount, Kent La, the
witness, gave $50,000. Now, every wit-
ness that has come before their com-
mittee has said, ‘‘You need to inter-
view Kent La.’’ But Kent La has in-
voked the fifth amendment. He is one
of the 92 who have fled the country or
taken the fifth amendment. But he is
saying he will testify if he has immu-
nity.

The Democrat Department of Justice
gave him immunity. But on the com-
mittee, the Democrats are blocking his
opportunity to be a witness. Now, inas-
much as this investigation is not about
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) but about campaign financing,
why will not my colleagues vote to
give the guy immunity?

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KINGSTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Two
corrections. I serve on the committee.
My colleague made the statement that
the Department of Justice has given
him immunity. If the Department of
Justice had given him immunity, there
would be no need for our committee to
give him immunity.

Mr. KINGSTON. Reclaiming my time
just to say that the gentleman is cor-
rect. What they said, and they said it
in writing, is that they have no prob-
lem with the committee giving him im-
munity. So he is correct on a tech-
nicality. But again, that is only a tech-
nicality. The matter is, what does the
witness have to say?

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. If the
gentleman would further yield, the sec-
ond statement that he made I want to
correct. My colleague stated that every
witness who has come before this com-
mittee has talked to this gentleman. I
cannot recall a single witness who has
testified before this committee who
has made that statement. I am on the
committee. Not a single witness has
said that.

Mr. KINGSTON. Not a single witness
has. But let us say my colleague
scored.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KINGSTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. STUPAK. That just defeats his
question, then, if my colleague just
agreed with the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. BARRETT).

Mr. KINGSTON. Reclaiming my
time, and I want to get to my friend
from the Upper Peninsula. But let me
say this; my colleague wins on a tech-
nicality. Two technical points, two
minor technical points; they win.

The fact is, I want to know why my
colleagues will not give the guy immu-
nity to testify if they are really inter-
ested in getting to the truth.

Mr. STUPAK. Technical point. That
is not a technicality when the gen-

tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. BARRETT)
tells my colleague, and he sits on the
committee, that no witness has ever
mentioned that the committee should
interview this guy. That is not a tech-
nical point; that is the truth of the
matter.

Mr. KINGSTON. Reclaiming my
time, I guarantee my colleagues, I am
going to give them that point.

Now my question is, when the De-
partment of Justice has signed off on
immunity, why will not my colleagues
let the guy testify? And how could my
colleague from Michigan say in good
conscience that he is being fair and
that he is really nonpartisan, he is
really interested in getting at the
truth, when he will not let a witness
come before the committee?

Mr. STUPAK. If your question, and
my colleague should have stayed at
Michigan State longer because he
would have learned this, if his question
was and if the truth was that every
witness said to have this guy testify,
which the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. BARRETT) said that is not the
truth, based upon his hypothetical, if
this was true, I am sure, I cannot speak
for committee members, I would vote
for it if his statement was true.

Mr. KINGSTON. Reclaiming my
time, I am not on the committee. I am
not on the committee. I am giving my
colleagues those two points.

The question is, and my colleagues
know, the greater issue is not the
punctuation of the sentence but it is
the answer to the question; and the
question is, why will my colleagues not
let the guy testify?

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
HAYWORTH).

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank my friend,
the gentleman from Georgia, for yield-
ing; because, Mr. Speaker, I think we
have a very interesting case study
here. We have here on the floor of the
Congress, under the ostensible notion
of nonpartisanship or bipartisanship, a
very clever and very lawyerly-like dis-
semination and dissection on technical
figures of speech. Indeed, to be com-
pletely accurate, if we want to indulge
in these types of statements, I would
have to gently correct my friend from
Michigan; because the accurate state-
ment from the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin was that he could not respect any-
one testifying, as my friend from Geor-
gia said.

So we could be awash here in tech-
nicalities. But it is very instructive to
listen to the tenure and tone of the
preceding hour and indeed those char-
acterizations that come to us, with
apologies to Drew Pearson and Jack
Anderson and others, in this Washing-
ton merry-go-round; because it sadly
reduces to farce some very important
concepts.

I listened with interest to the con-
cerns of our friends from the other side
about the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
BURTON), and let me commend them for
being rather clever and I believe being

totally partisan, while standing there
cloaking themselves in the veil of non-
partisanship.

But there is a larger question to-
night, Mr. Speaker; and it deals not
with the chairman of any House com-
mittee, nor on the technicalities of
parsing statements and trying to out-
lawyer each other. Though, for the
record, I should point out I am not an
attorney. ‘‘JD’’ does not stand for
‘‘juris doctorate’’; and I consider that
to be an asset, quite frankly. No, the
larger question has to do with the rule
of law in a society and a truly biparti-
san attempt to get to the bottom of
some very serious, serious allegations.

Indeed, if history is our guide, a
quarter century ago, we saw biparti-
sanship when there were genuine con-
cerns and indeed a constitutional crisis
surrounding the White House, when the
President made a claim of executive
privilege that was overruled by the ju-
dicial branch.

Well, this Chamber and the other
Chamber moved forward to solve that
problem. So the bigger question to-
night, as I am happy to yield time back
to my colleague from Georgia, has
nothing to do with the technicalities
and the character questions of any
Member of Congress. It has everything
to do with over 90 witnesses who have
either taken the fifth amendment or
fled the country. And indeed, in that
context and the serious, serious allega-
tions surrounding not only those ac-
tions but what has transpired perhaps
at the other end of Pennsylvania Ave-
nue, I would submit to my colleague
from Georgia, my friends from the
other side of the aisle, that this has lit-
tle to do with the chairman of any
committee here and everything to do,
sadly, with this administration and the
curious behavior and the curious de-
fenses offered by the left.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KINGSTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. STUPAK. I agree with the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH)
that this is a very serious matter and
should be taken very seriously. And
the part that upsets maybe us and the
reason why I have been taking to the
floor is, let us go back to the original
question that the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON) asked about
this individual and the Justice Depart-
ment granting him immunity and that
every witness before the committee,
and the only one here who is on that
committee is the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. BARRETT), said they should
interview this guy.
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There were about three things wrong
with that. See, the problem is this, we
are throwing out these accusations
which, when corrected, we call a tech-
nicality. But when we hurl an accusa-
tion in the position we are in as elected
Members of the Congress of the United
States, it is very important, before we
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impugn people’s reputations, before we
make accusations that the facts be
crystal clear.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, let me
reclaim the time here, because we can
talk about Kent Law, but I have al-
ready said you can have the technical-
ity on that. I am not on the commit-
tee.

But what I do not quite understand
is, do you not have the slightest bit of
curiosity as to why the guy who works
for the Chinese Communist-owned Red
Pagoda cigarette company, why they
gave $400,000 to the Democratic Na-
tional Committee?

I yield to my friend from Michigan.
Mr. STUPAK. To answer the gentle-

man’s question, if your three points
were correct, that Justice gave them
immunity, that every witness said that
it is true——

Mr. KINGSTON. Reclaiming the
time. Listen, my friend from the Upper
Peninsula, this is part of the Demo-
cratic tactic of delay, of distract. I am
saying, hey, do you know what, I only
know what I read. My question is, for-
get the technicalities. Tell me why you
do not think it is important for a guy
to testify.

Mr. STUPAK. If you would let me.
Mr. KINGSTON. Still claiming the

time, if you do not want to talk about
Kent Law and grant him immunity,
what about the $3 million that was fun-
neled through John Huang, which the
Democratic National Committee had
to return? Does it concern you that the
Chinese Government may have been
trying to influence the election proc-
ess?

Or if you do not want to talk about
that, could we talk about why Webb
Hubbell got $700,000 in money after he
left his job and before he went to pris-
on?

Or if you do not want to talk about
that, can we talk about Charlie Trie,
who is a friend of the President, from
Arkansas who funneled $700,000 in con-
tributions to the President’s legal de-
fense fund?

If you do not want to talk about
that, could we talk about Charlie
Trie’s Macao-based benefactor that
wired him $1 million from overseas
banks.

There is enough here that surely we
can talk about one issue besides the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON)
and Republicans who do not say things
correctly.

Mr. STUPAK. If the gentleman would
yield, to the original question on the
technicalities——

Mr. KINGSTON. No. Let me reclaim
my time.

Mr. STUPAK. You have got to let me
answer.

Mr. KINGSTON. No. I think you have
already said you have given me an F
for grammar, an F for credibility,
whatever. I understand that. So do not
go back down that trail. I am giving
you another two.

Mr. STUPAK. Let me answer your
question.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Stupak, I was a
salesman, and when you get the order,
you get the order. The sale is over
with. Go home. I am giving you the
order. I am going on to a different
issue.

Mr. STUPAK. I am trying to sign my
name.

Mr. KINGSTON. I am trying to say,
you won that round.

Now I am asking you, which one of
these other issues do you want to talk
about?

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Salesman, I am
trying to sign my name to your order
form.

Mr. KINGSTON. I am always glad to
yield to my friend, the gentleman from
Michigan, in hopes that he will answer
the question finally.

Mr. STUPAK. To sign your order, Mr.
Salesman, the answer would be, yes, I
would grant him immunity if I was on
the committee. Based upon those facts,
if they were correct, I would grant him
immunity. That is your original ques-
tion. I would agree with you.

Mr. KINGSTON. How about the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. I am on
the committee.

Mr. KINGSTON. Have we sold you,
brother? Can you come around?

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. For me,
the issue is credibility and fairness. So
you can paint these pictures. I am
standing here with no documents; you
have got some documents that obvi-
ously have been prepared as a tactical
point.

Mr. KINGSTON. Reclaiming the
time, this is, as a matter of fact, avail-
able to you, as it is me. It is the state-
ment of the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BURTON).

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. That is
fine. It is over. For me, it is over in the
committee. When you have a commit-
tee chair that uses a term, calls the
President a term that I think both of
you gentlemen would wash out your
kids’ mouth with soap and says he is
out to get the President, I think it
flunks the fairness test. That is what it
is. It has flunked the fairness test, and
it has flunked the credibility test.

Mr. KINGSTON. So because the gen-
tleman perceives the procedure as
being unfair, then he says there is no
problem.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. No. No.
Mr. KINGSTON. The issue is the gen-

tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is so
unfair that the potential that the Chi-
nese Communist government is infil-
trating our government is not an issue
because we do not like the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. BURTON).

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Would
the gentleman yield?

Assuming what you say is true, and I
do not know that it is, and that you
are bothered by it, I think you heard us
talk about every single editorial has
said this committee basically has lost
its credibility.

Mr. KINGSTON. Wait a minute. Re-
claiming the time, if I can go on the

technicality argument so eloquently
demonstrated by my friend from Michi-
gan, you said ‘‘every editorial.’’ Why,
that is not true at all. The editorials in
my hometown paper, the editorial that
I have somewhere around here from the
Washington Post says get over the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON).
Look at the tapes. So if you want to
get into that—

Mr. HAYWORTH. Indeed, I thank my
friend from Georgia because, since we
sadly have lapsed into hyperbole and
always want to be mindful of the tech-
nical requirements of our good friend,
the gentleman from Michigan, we can
indulge in an institutional memory in
this Chamber long before I arrived
here.

Indeed, the Wall Street Journal
opined on this subject this morning,
discussing the tactics of previous
chairmen in this House, how one gen-
tleman ‘‘used to arrange to have full,
detailed news stories appear the same
morning his victims were scheduled to
testify.’’

It is very interesting to hear these
protestations of a lack of fairness when
history is replete with so many
abridgements, so many convenient
sharings of facts from so many com-
mittee chairmen for so long under a
previous majority. Again, while we
could score debating points, that sim-
ply only serves to distract us and play
tit for tat when there is a larger ques-
tion at stake.

Though the truth may ultimately
turn out to be uncomfortable perhaps
for us all, indeed for us all, why would
anyone choose to obfuscate and call
into question fellow Members of Con-
gress when, instead, the problem, as
much of the evidence indicates, has lit-
tle to do with the rules of this House
and everything, sadly, to do with the
reported practices, questionable prac-
tices of fund-raising and relationships,
and sadly what in fact could turn out,
Mr. Speaker, to be crimes.

Why not get to the heart of the mat-
ter? The people in my district want to
know.

Mr. KINGSTON. Reclaiming the
time, we have about 30 minutes. I want
to say that you are the first two Demo-
crats who would be willing to come
down here and discuss this. It speaks
well for both of you and your convic-
tions.

I wanted to say, also, there are cer-
tainly a lot of gray areas in this whole
debate. But I also say that there is a
heck of a lot of partisanship being ex-
hibited that goes beyond the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON).

Why do we not do this? Why do we
not all kind of keep this ball rolling
and talk for about a minute each, and
everybody can get in his point or two.
Of course, if I look real bad, I will
claim more time, but if that is agree-
able, why do we not do that?

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. I would
be more than happy to. It is your time.

Mr. KINGSTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, and I will keep
this on my watch.
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Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Okay. If

I wanted to be a partisan hack on this
issue, the smartest thing in the world
for me to do would be to say, keep the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON)
in that chairmanship, because I have
seen these editorials, and I mentioned
the editorials I have referred to. The
editorials have skewered them. They
have not been good, frankly, for the
Republicans.

So I would say let him stay there,
but I am interested in having the
truth. I think that there are other peo-
ple on this committee, I am on this
committee, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. COX), the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS), the gentle-
woman from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA),
the gentleman from California (Mr.
HORN), there are many others on that
committee who could run that commit-
tee and frankly would have credibility.

I think what we have to do is, we
have to have a search for the truth.
Again, for me, sadly the committee no
longer has credibility. That is what the
issue is for me. I would be lying to you
if I told you anything else. It just sim-
ply no longer has any credibility.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON). As usual, he is
a gentlemen. And I appreciate the op-
portunity to engage with him on this,
and the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
HAYWORTH) as well.

Mr. KINGSTON. Do not leave yet, be-
cause I do want to respond to that. The
gentleman’s 60 seconds were just run-
ning out.

Let me say this, if the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) was the chair-
man of that committee or the gen-
tleman from Florida, (Mr. CANADY) or
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MCCOLLUM), from a distance, it sounds
great.

But when we think about what hap-
pened to the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. EHLERS) when he was looking at
California vote fraud, he and the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY), the co-
chair, leading people on that commit-
tee were accused of racism even though
both Republicans have Hispanics in
their immediate family, the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS), three His-
panic grandchildren, but he was called
a racist by many, many Democrats.

I think that we have gotten into this
habit of, if you do not like the content
of the debate, attack the person. So if
it was not the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BURTON) and it was the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), I am sure we
would all start talking about some-
thing about him that folks found offen-
sive.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK). And,
note, I came in at 10 seconds left to go.

Mr. STUPAK. A couple of things. You
agreed on the point that we were on
some technicalities, but when you are
doing investigations like this, or dis-
cussions, technicalities, truth has to
prevail over technicalities. In the last
comments of gentleman from Arizona

(Mr. HAYWORTH), you know he is talk-
ing about all these other things, but
the end does not justify the means.

We have the Constitution here. We
have an oath of office. We have a Bill of
Rights. We have a Privacy Act. The
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON)
was warned not to release those things,
and he still did. There the end is trying
to justify the means, and you cannot
do that. You cannot trample constitu-
tional safeguards to make your points,
whatever they may be.

I do not think the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. HYDE) or the gentlewoman
from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA) or the
gentleman from California (Mr. HORN)
or any others would have done that
when they get a letter from the AG
saying, this is highly sensitive, do not
do that. I do not believe we would have
been reading about these tapes in the
paper. I think they are sensitive to
those things.

I do not think there is a personal
agenda with these others, which the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON)
has more or less admitted to. That is
what loses credibility in our eyes and
the eyes of the American people.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to Mr. HAYWORTH.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, let
me congratulate my friends from the
other side for again trying desperately
to shift this focus to another Member
of Congress, who has endured great
criticism in the media, as have other
people who are not Members of Con-
gress. The name Kathleen Willey
comes to mind and many others who
have been placed in a situation where,
if they appear to make statements that
are contrary either to the minority on
this Hill or to those who now reside at
the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue,
are called into question, their char-
acter is called into question. But I
think it is worth noting, if we accept
for just a minute the premise that——

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Let me thank my
friend, the gentleman from Georgia, for
being so judicious to our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle.

Mr. KINGSTON. The clock does not
lie.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I will sit back and
listen with great interest to what the
gentleman has to say.

Mr. KINGSTON. It is not my time. I
was going to yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. BARRETT), but I
will yield my time to the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH).

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. I will
thank the gentleman from Georgia
very much. He has been a gentleman.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Can I just make a
point? This is a very serious question
for the American people. I appreciate
the comity and the civility, but I
would hope on this issue and many oth-
ers it would never degenerate into lev-
ity because what we are discussing is
very serious. It goes to the heart of our
constitutional Republic.

My friend, the gentleman from
Michigan said the ends do not justify
the means. Accepting that, then all
these matters could be cleared up if
over 90 witnesses had not either taken
the fifth amendment or fled the coun-
try.

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, if the President
of the United States who several weeks
ago told the press corps and, by exten-
sion, the American people that we de-
serve the facts sooner, not later, would
simply come forward and share those
facts with the American people. Again,
I would remind my friends who remind
us that the ends do not justify the
means, who are quick to point to our
Constitution that, indeed, the Con-
stitution of the United States gives
this branch of government, the legisla-
tive branch of government, oversight of
the actions in the other two branches.
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Oversight of actions in the executive

branch of government. And, indeed, I
am sorry my friend from Michigan did
not stay with us, Mr. Speaker, because
there is one question that is out there.
For if the ends do not justify the
means, how then do we reconcile not
only the gulf between the statement of
our President, who said the American
people deserve the facts sooner, rather
than later, how then do we also rec-
oncile, Mr. Speaker, the statements of
the Vice President of the United
States, who in meeting the press after
allegations, and indeed later substan-
tiated that fund-raising phone calls
were made on Federal property from
the White House, then attempted to
tell the American people at a press
conference that his legal counsel in-
formed him there is no controlling
legal authority?

You see, Mr. Speaker, and my col-
league from Georgia, this goes to the
heart of the matter. There is a control-
ling legal authority. It is called the
Constitution of the United States, and,
by extension, the Constitution articu-
lating that it is the Congress of the
United States that shall have that
oversight.

Indeed, the question remains, as I lis-
tened with great interest to my friend
from Wisconsin, at long last, is there
not one, is there not one member of the
minority, who would step forward to
vote to grant immunity, as advocated
by the Justice Department, so that
these serious allegations can be ad-
dressed? Is there not one who is willing
to step forward?

Is there not one who can heed the les-
sons of history? And I think, Mr.
Speaker, of the former Senator from
Tennessee, Howard Baker, who put
principle above partisanship, who was
willing a quarter century ago to let the
chips fall where they may. And I just
wonder Mr. Speaker and my colleague
from Georgia, have our friends on the
other side taken a profoundly different
lesson from that history, that the no-
tion of stonewalling and obfuscation
and changing the subject can somehow
resonate?
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Good people can disagree, but the

truth should be our guide.
Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman

will yield, it is interesting you brought
up the contrast of Howard Baker and
the Republican minority during the
Watergate scandal compared to JOHN
GLENN. You know, JOHN GLENN, my ele-
mentary school hero shared by so
many kids, how far he has fallen from
those days, high in the stratosphere, to
being a lowly politician.

Here is a quote that when he was the
ranking member of the Senate Over-
sight Committee on the Thompson
committee, FRED THOMPSON asked how
the investigators could get more infor-
mation when so many people had fled
the country? JOHN GLENN’s response
was, ‘‘That is their problem.’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURR of North Carolina). The Chair
would remind Members that it is not
appropriate to make references to sit-
ting members of the Senate, and would
ask the Members to respect that.

Mr. KINGSTON. I think that is a
good point, Mr. Speaker. I will submit
this for the record, because it is
straight out of the editorial page, May
11, Roll Call Magazine.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair cannot entertain a request to in-
sert personal references to a sitting
member of the Senate.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I will
move on.

Here we have a situation where DAN
BURTON’s big crime, even though he has
broken no law, but he is being accused
of disclosing doctored tapes. First of
all, no tapes whatsoever were altered.
These were not tapes that were eaves-
dropping, surreptitiously sneaked into
the household of the Hubbells.

This is where Webb Hubbell, con-
victed felon, sat in jail and talked with
his wife when she came to visit him,
and over their head was a sign that
said, ‘‘All conversations are recorded.
If you want your lawyer, come get
him.’’ These tapes are public. They
came from the prison. Webb Hubbell is
a convicted felon.

In those tapes, Ms. Hubbell makes
reference to the fact that she is wor-
ried about losing her job in the Depart-
ment of Interior if they do not cooper-
ate with apparently the White House.

In there Ms. Hubbell talks about the
White House squeeze play. In there Mr.
Hubbell talks about, ‘‘I will have to
roll over again for the White House.’’

These are serious matters. Why did
they make these statements? Yet not
one Democrat member of the commit-
tee has the slightest bit of curiosity
about it.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank the gen-
tleman from Georgia. Again we should
point out that since there was the
great brouhaha between the alleged
discrepancies in the transcript from
the majority and the minority version
as sent out by the ranking minority
member, Mr. WAXMAN of California,
both transcripts contained that ver-
biage.

Again, my colleague from Georgia,
would you repeat the comments of Mrs.
Hubbell and the comments of Mr. Hub-
bell? Because I think it is important,
Mr. Speaker, that the American people
take note that even amidst the great
hue and cry and wailing and gnashing
of teeth and technical arguments of-
fered by the other side, these state-
ments appeared in both transcripts and
directly on the audio tape. Those state-
ments again, Mr. KINGSTON, were?

Mr. KINGSTON. That Ms. Hubbell
feared that she would lose her job at
the Department of Interior if Mr. Hub-
bell took actions against the Clintons.
Ms. Hubbell said she feels she is being
squeezed by the White House. Webster
Hubbell says, ‘‘I will have to roll over
one more time for the White House.’’
That comes from what, 180 hours worth
of tapes.

Keep in mind, I will yield back to
you, but between the time he resigned
from his job and was convicted, Webb
Hubbell received $700,000 in payments
from friends and associates of the
President. $100,000 came from the
Riady family associated with the Lippo
Group of Indonesia. The payment came
within 10 days of a meeting at the
White House involving the President,
John Huang, James Riady and Webster
Hubbell.

This is serious stuff. This is not
about DAN BURTON and his style as
chairman and how he may have of-
fended somebody. This is about the se-
curity of the United States of America.
This is serious stuff.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank my col-
league for yielding. Again, I am not an
attorney, I never played one on TV, but
there is an expression in the law deal-
ing with a preponderance of physical
evidence.

Now, Mr. Speaker, it bears repeating.
Despite the valiant efforts at misdirec-
tion to focus attention on a committee
in this House, again, what is at stake
here is the rule of law and, yes, sadly,
alleged law breaking within the execu-
tive branch of government, with ac-
tions taken by those involved in fund-
raising for the reelection efforts of
those involved in the executive branch
of government, with apparent foreign
donations.

From where I hail, Mr. Speaker, the
Sixth District of Arizona, we are al-
ways on the watch for wildfires in our
wooded areas in the northern part of
the district. The expression ‘‘Where
there is smoke there is fire″ often,
often, appears to be true.

Now, Mr. Speaker, what the Amer-
ican people need to keep in mind is
more than a curiosity, how a disgraced
former Justice Department official
could, between the time of his sentenc-
ing and his arrival in Federal prison re-
ceive $720,000 in income, that is a major
question, and how over 90 witnesses in
the committee’s investigation of these
matters have either taken the Fifth
Amendment against self-incrimination
or have fled the country.

Mr. Speaker, the people of the Sixth
District of Arizona, whom I am hon-

ored to represent, offer this common
observation: Is there not fire where the
smoke appears; or at least should not
that be investigated? And indeed there
are pressing problems, problems I am
prepared to address from the well of
this House with my voting card in
terms of the issue that confront us.

But our constitutional charge, Mr.
Speaker, is to uphold and defend the
Constitution of the United States. Do
we sacrifice the Constitution to con-
venience, or to the predictable cacoph-
ony of protests from left-leaning news-
papers and editorial boards across the
country? I would say no, that prin-
ciples should always eclipse polling,
and that principles should transcend
popularity. This, Mr. Speaker, goes to
the fundamental question of the rule of
law.

Dwight Eisenhower offered a guide
for those of us involved in public life.
President Eisenhower’s admonition
was to never indict personalities when
dealing with subjects of interest; never
to engage in personalities.

By Ike’s standard, Mr. Speaker, in-
deed by the standards of the American
public, what we have seen with the
spirited campaign of disinformation,
whether it comes against Katherine
Willey or a chairman of a committee of
the Congress of the United States, cele-
brated in a book written by a Washing-
ton Post journalist as being the spin
cycle, what we have seen, sadly, in our
public discourse and dialogue, is every
effort to engage in personalities, and,
indeed, through spin, one could fancy
that someone as virtuous as Albert
Schweitzer could be transformed in the
spin cycle to someone as loathesome as
Charles Manson.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
will yield, I think that that is what is
very important. I do not believe that
the President of the United States is as
guilty as some people seem to believe
that he is. I really do not. I think he is
surrounded by some characters who are
very shady, very suspicious and who
have broken some laws, and my direct
question is, what laws were broken,
why were they broken, and did the
United States security suffer from it?

If the gentleman does not mind, I
want to make a point. We hear so much
about Ken Starr is on a witch hunt. Let
me give you the names and charges and
the year that people that he has dealt
with have been convicted.

David Hale, conspiracy, false state-
ments, 1994; Charles Matthews, bribery,
1994; these are all convicted. Eugene
Fitzhugh, bribery, 1994; Robert Palmer,
conspiracy, 1994; Webster Hubbell,
fraud, 1994; Kneel Ainley, fraud, 1995;
Chris Wade, fraud, 1995; Stephen Smith,
conspiracy, 1995; Larry Kuka, conspir-
acy, 1995; James McDougal, fraud, 1996;
Susan McDougal, fraud, 1996; William
Marks, fraud, 1997; Governor Jim Guy
Tucker, fraud, 1996 and 1998; John
Haley, fraud, 1998; Webster Hubbell,
this is under indictment, tax evasion,
1998; Susan McDougal, obstruction,
contempt, 1998.
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This is finding the head of the snake.

Slowly but surely, these people, by a
Democrat-appointed special prosecu-
tor, have been convicted. Yet we hear
over and over again that this is a witch
hunt.

I am very concerned about the integ-
rity of the government and the secu-
rity of the United States when we hear
such rhetoric.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank my col-
league for yielding. The irony of some
of the point-counterpoint, Mr. Speaker,
is nothing short of breathtaking. In-
deed today, as Members of the press
faithfully reported, our President held
a conference and invited the press
corps in to talk about international
justice and the pursuit of those who
had allegedly committed crimes
against this Nation beyond our borders
and the concern of the pursuit of inter-
national justice.

Mr. Speaker, I would submit that the
most meaningful first step that our
President could take toward preserving
international justice would be to use
the considerable power of his good of-
fices to persuade over 90 individuals
who have either taken the Fifth
Amendment or fled the country to tes-
tify and cooperate fully and/or to re-
turn to these shores so that they might
be questioned.
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Again, Mr. Speaker, the people of the
Sixth district of Arizona who have con-
tacted me on this issue say, hey, listen,
where there is smoke there is fire, or at
least you should check these things
out; respectfully request that if, in
fact, there is nothing to these stories,
and indeed we all share the notion of a
presumption of innocence until guilt is
proven, why then is there such
stonewalling? Why then is there such a
reluctance to have at the truth? Why
then are we subjected to the cavalcade
of personal attacks based on whomever
may level an accusation or make a
charge at that particular moment
within the press corps?

The expression has to do with a pre-
ponderance of physical evidence. In-
deed, sadly, there is a preponderance of
rhetorical evidence and a cycling of the
spin cycle which indicates sadly that
behavior seems to be contrary to the
desires the American people have for a
full, fair disclosure of the facts.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, I think that when
we have a situation where 92 witnesses
have fled the country and we have 4
witnesses who the Justice Department
says it is okay to give immunity to,
and we have 19 Members of the Demo-
crat committee who will not let these
4 witnesses, 4 very, very key witnesses,
who will not let them testify under the
guise that the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BURTON), chairman of the commit-
tee, has done something wrong, it is
pretty ridiculous. It is a sad day for
partisanship. It is a new low.

The gentlemen who were with us ear-
lier tonight are men of integrity. I

think of them as I know the gentleman
does. And I know that it is true that
honest people can have honest dis-
agreements. But it would appear to me
that out of 19 Members on the commit-
tee, surely one wants to hear why an
operative with a Chinese-owned ciga-
rette, Communist-owned cigarette
company, why he gave $50,000 to the
White House and why that company
gave $400,000. I would want to hear
what the witness had to say, just for
that alone.

Mr. Speaker, it is the same pattern
over and over again that we keep hear-
ing; well, not this witness, not now. Of
course I want to cooperate, but not to-
night, not this particular day for what-
ever reason. We hear so much about
the DAN BURTON releasing-of-the-tapes
that were not altered one bit. The tran-
scripts had mistakes on them, and that
was brought forward.

Now, where was this righteous indig-
nation when Craig Livingstone and the
White House operatives had 900 FBI
files of private citizens, none who were
in jail, none who were convicted felons
like Webb Hubbell, why do we not have
the moral outrage about 900 FBI files
of private citizens being reviewed over
at the White House?

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, in-
deed, as my colleague from Georgia
points out, how profound the gulf be-
tween the assertion of the then Presi-
dent-elect in late 1992 that it was his
intent to have the most ethical admin-
istration in history. How wide the gulf
between that assertion and promise
and sadly, what has transpired, because
not only 900 FBI files, not only serious
questions involving foreign donors to
political campaigns, not only straining
assertions of no controlling legal au-
thority from other members of the ad-
ministration, but the fact that 5 cur-
rent or former members of this Presi-
dent’s Cabinet are under investiga-
tions, either former or ongoing by inde-
pendent counsels.

Mr. KINGSTON. Incidentally, Mr.
Speaker, I want to make the point that
Don Schmaltz who is the independent
prosecutor investigating the scandals
at the Clinton USDA, 1995, the Justice
Department wanted to fire him and
call him off the investigation. Today,
he has had 4 convictions and brought in
$10 million worth of fines. Now, we do
not hear anybody saying hey, what a
fine job this guy has done. All we hear
is Starr is spending too much money.
What about Schmaltz?

Mr. HAYWORTH. Indeed, if we want-
ed to compare independent prosecutors,
one need only look so far as the efforts
of one Lawrence Walsh in the so-called
Iran Contra affair, an investigation
that continued, if memory serves me
correctly, for upwards of 7 years and
cost several additional million dollars
than any funds spent here to date on
this modest attempt to get at the
truth.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I want
to point out also under the Democrats,
we had an 8-year investigation of Labor

Secretary Ray Donovan and a 7-year
investigation of HUD Secretary Sam-
uel Pierce, and on those, I do not think
there were any convictions. Starr has
not been on the case 4 years, has spent
$24 million, and had 14 convictions or
guilty pleas. If we could get coopera-
tion in a bipartisan manner, we could
probably cut the time and the dollar
amount in half.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, this
comes back to a point that I believe
needs to be reinforced, Mr. Speaker,
the point that my colleague from Geor-
gia makes so eloquently. Every time I
am home in the Sixth district of Ari-
zona, every week I appreciate the bi-
partisanship, and just the common
sense of the citizens whom I am hon-
ored to serve. And these questions as
they are addressed to me do not come
up as questions of Republicans versus
Democrats or Congress versus the
White House per se; the people who
contact me have a legitimate concern
about knowing the truth. And that is
what this should be about, despite the
best efforts to change the focus, to
denigrate the actions of others, to com-
plain about substance or complain
about time and ignore substance and
substantive facts, that remains the
mission.

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, in this hour of
difficulty, I think it is incumbent upon
us all to simply ask a question: Are we
prepared to defend the rule of law? Are
we prepared to find out the truth? Re-
gardless of political philosophy or par-
tisan stripe, are we prepared to do
those things? Should we not do those
things in this society? Should we not
reaffirm that no person is above the
law? Should we not reaffirm that there
is a controlling legal authority in our
society? It is called the Constitution of
the United States. Woe to us as a con-
stitutional republic, woe to us as a so-
ciety if we say, no, it is really not im-
portant. It has everything to do with
the future of our constitutional repub-
lic and fairness and the rule of law.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON) for shar-
ing this time, and I know he has some
closing thoughts.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, let me
just say this: I think it is important for
us to know that justice knows no
party. If Republicans have done wrong,
let them pay the price. If Democrats
have done wrong, let them pay the
price. Whether the person is popular or
not, let justice be blind, and let us do
it in a bipartisan manner.

These attacks on the chairman and
Members of Congress and the investiga-
tors have to stop. Let us all be serious.
Billy Graham, Perry Mason or Mickey
Mouse, in doing the investigation of
the chairman of the committee, they
too would be attacked and smeared and
denigrated. It is time to stop it, it is
time to work together to get this thing
over with so that we can go on to the
business of the people: balancing the
budget, protecting our streets from il-
legal drugs, reforming health care, pre-
serving and protecting Medicare and
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Social Security, and doing all of the
important things we need to do. Let us
get past this investigation and do the
work of the great American people.
f
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A CALL FOR AN INVESTIGATION
OF MALTREATMENT OF PERSON-
NEL IN THE U.S. NAVY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURR of North Carolina). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of January
7, 1997, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. RUSH) is recognized for the re-
mainder of the time until midnight.

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I come be-
fore you today to bring to your atten-
tion a disturbing pattern of conduct
that has taken place in the United
States Navy. My constituent, Lt. Com-
mander Sheryl Washington, who is in
the gallery, is a victim of an effort by
the U.S. Navy to stifle the voices of
those who dare to bring to the surface
the maltreatment of those who serve
our Nation.

Lt. Commander Washington is an 18-
year veteran of the Navy. She has been
brought up on charges and an adminis-
trative separation proceeding because
she supposedly refused to appear for
duty. Such administrative proceedings
are used to remove persons from mili-
tary service. Lt. Commander Washing-
ton was absent from duty because she
was convalescing following a serious
automobile accident. Her commander
claims she did not contact him during
this time. However, Lt. Commander
Washington has phone records which
clearly disprove this charge.

Lt. Commander Washington was
found to be medically disabled by both
military and civilian physicians. In
total, Lt. Commander Washington was
absent for about 3 weeks, from Novem-
ber 12, 1996, to December 2, 1996. She
was excused from duty by the military
physician from November 15 through
the 22nd, as well as November 27th
through December 2nd. Ironically, it is
this excused period of time that is the
basis of the action taken against her,
as opposed to the entire 3 weeks of her
absence.

I ask Members, how is it possible
that a person can be brought up on
charges of misconduct for only part of
the time that they are absent, and such
absence has been justified by military
medical personnel? Maybe someone can
answer that question. I certainly do
not have the answer. It does not seem
logical to me.

I question the judgment of Navy per-
sonnel in the handling of this matter
because, as I indicated earlier, their
logic is severely flawed. A period of ab-
sence is authorized or it is unauthor-
ized. It cannot be both. I ask the Navy,
was Lt. Commander Washington’s ab-
sence authorized or unauthorized? I
state, it cannot be both.

Furthermore, Lt. Commander Wash-
ington has submitted to a polygraph
examination, which she passed, but for

some reason the witnesses whom the
Navy is relying upon have not agreed
to take a polygraph examination. Does
the Navy have a double standard? It
appears so to me and to others.

While stationed at Miramar Naval
Base, Lt. Commander Washington be-
came aware of the fact that an African
American woman who was also sta-
tioned there had been gang-raped and
sexually assaulted. Both Washington
and the rape victim were assigned to
the rehabilitation center. Although
senior people in the chain of command
were aware of what was happening to
this young woman, no action was taken
by the admiral or any other officers in
charge, and this admiral’s name is Ad-
miral Marsh.

Perhaps the officers at Miramar
thought the rape of this woman was
justifiable punishment because she had
the audacity to let it be known that
she believed that there had been a mis-
appropriation of equipment and sup-
plies by those in charge, knowledge
which this young lady was told to keep
to herself. Maybe that is why the pow-
ers that be did not think twice about
the safety of this woman, because they
assigned to her an all male barracks
which had no privacy nor any sense of
security.

This tragic rape of this young woman
occurred in 1992, and no investigation
took place until 1994, when a naval
chaplain, Chaplain Willy Williams, had
the courage to reveal what had hap-
pened to a reporter, who then reported
the story on the evening news.

Lieutenant Commander Washington
had previously reported her knowledge
of these events to a chaplain, a pre-
vious chaplain at a naval base she was
later assigned to in the area. It was her
sense that this prior chaplain was
aware of this misconduct, but was un-
willing or afraid to do anything. It was
not until the later chaplain, Chaplain
Williams, came forward that an inves-
tigation commenced, 2 years after this
tragic event happened to this young
lady at Miramar.

It is ironic, bitter irony, that Admi-
ral Marsh, who was in charge of the in-
vestigation into Lt. Commander Wash-
ington’s conduct, is the same officer
who is in charge of the Navy Alcohol
Rehabilitation Center at Miramar
Naval Base in San Diego, where Wash-
ington was stationed from 1991 to 1993,
the same person, Admiral Marsh.

When Washington reported what she
considered to be racist conduct by the
commanding officer at Miramar, she
was quickly transferred without no-
tice. The recent investigations initi-
ated, Mr. Speaker, at Great Lakes
Training Center, located in the Chicago
area, are yet another manifestation of
the Navy’s insensitivity to our service
personnel.

Investigators have been sent to re-
view recruitment and training policies
amidst allegations of sexual mis-
conduct, sexual harassment, improper
relations between instructors and re-
cruits, as well as an overall climate of

hostility and intimidation. It is obvi-
ous from the events that have taken
place that the U.S. Navy is more con-
cerned with saving face than ensuring
the integrity of our military system.

Upon learning of such, it is obvious
that no lessons were learned by the
Navy from the Tailhook scandal. It
keeps going on and on and on, these al-
legations of sexual harassment, im-
proper relations, discrimination, in-
timidation by superior officers.

Mr. Speaker, I sincerely, honestly be-
lieve in the essence of my soul that
this situation surrounding Lt. Com-
mander Washington and the brutal at-
tack on naval female personnel, person,
at Miramar deserves an immediate in-
vestigation.
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The careers of stellar officers have
been tarnished because of an environ-
ment of fear and forced silence is being
perpetuated by the United States
Navy. I am saddened by this, but we
must all stand up, because if our mili-
tary system cannot respect the lives of
those who serve us, then they cannot
truly serve and protect our Nation.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURR of North Carolina). The Chair
must remind all Members that under
clause 8 of rule XIV, it is not in order
to introduce or otherwise recognize or
call attention to persons in the gallery.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mrs. MYRICK (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of a death
in the family.

Mr. BATEMAN (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and the balance of
the week on account of illness.

Mr. GILCHREST (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and May 13 on ac-
count of official business.

Mr. SKAGGS (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today and the balance of
the week on account of illness.

Ms. KILPATRICK (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for Tuesday and Wednes-
day, May 12 and 13, on account of per-
sonal business.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PALLONE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. CONYERS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. KLINK, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. EDWARDS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. SNYDER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. ALLEN, for 5 minutes, today.
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